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* The pufpase 0f this stud; Has ta detezh;né the Hays

in uh;ch three tenth grade, English teache¢rs in a subur@an school

each teachér were videotaped for the firpt ten days of ‘the school
they taught students of
camparable ability, ani because they werle confideat .enough ef the;r
own abilities that they would not be thyeatened by extensive,

district established prbcedural and acad;mic rcut;nesg Two classes of

observation. Thirteen éatégarles of behivior were ag;lv 2d and used ta'
' compare the teachers, particul@fly in t
_teachers® procedural : statements: (2) teachers's . statements cenae:ning‘ .

he following areds: (1)

student quéiiané concerning
und between the teachers, which
in the kinds. of learalng

se of an DVérhead‘prajectar.

student behavior; (3§ desists. and (4)
procedure. Significan varianse was fo
could be. explainéd by the differences

and groupwork). However, janalyses of tHe videotapes suggést that a’

ma jor factor in the vérlance vas.-the student expectation of the

consequences of heﬁiﬁiar that deviated|from the-" prescribed routine.
This was clearly seenfln the way each
later. sessions. (FG)

i .

i =

EI

teacher -dealt \with uﬂauthazlzed'L
. talking. The canclu51an is that teache:ﬁhégéviar ﬂur;ng the first few .-
3 class days has prafauna effect durlng
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advace to beg1nn1ng teachers and thTS adv1ce is aﬁ§1nd1cator;af concern among i:,
vteachers fnr cantra]11ng thg f1ow of act1v1tiesfin the c1a£;room It is. se1f- ;A
;EV1dE"t tﬂ anyone who has’ séént tTmE in Secnndary schga1s that teachers vany
iw1de1y 7" thETV ab111ty tD o whatever js necessary to create a prodUtt1ve and " :
arder]y c1ass_ ST | N cLt

. A bcdy of researsh evadenge is gradually be1ng accumu]ated that attests ':  .

=

t%ithe 1mportance of estabi1sh1ng c1a55room rout1nes -To th15 pomtS most of

s %

the attent1on has been d1rected to the e1eméntary school Emmer and Evertsan ;
(1980) COmpared the beg1nn1ng of schcoT behav1or5 of two groups of, teachers w1th .~*
1n1t1§11y cﬂmparable c1a55es whc were hyghly different1ated on their management' |
effect1veness 1ater 1n the gchool year. They found str1k1ng d1fferences in

1n1t1al behav1ar managgment act1v1t1es .
The more effective managers had a workable- system of. rules and : =
procedures which they taught to their students during the first ?._ £
several weeks. They monitordd their students carefully, and did |
not "turn thém lodse" without Gareful directions. They did not appear
‘to treat inappropriate behavior éifferently than the less effective : /
managers, but they stopped it sooner. Cunsequences of- appropriaté : : :
and unappropriate behavior were c]earer in their classrogms and were
applied more consistently. Thus these teachers .established their
credibility early. and ‘they were pred1ctab1e., (Emmer ‘& Evertson,
ﬁ980 p. 220 ;

AE B . ,.‘ - ‘

]
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gffgiiff' H iY1nger (1979) 1n h15 study of. teachér p]ann1ng, suggested that use af

.
’

' pracedures _ After FéView1ng research on c1ass?n@m structur1ng and teacher -

o wastéd thrnugh mxsbehEV1or and organ1?at1ona1 act1v1t1es and thus 1ncrease

7 ]eadershih rofé. Thé§ stated that these‘finﬁiﬂgs are consisten

ruut1nes can 1ncrease the effect1veness of in- cTass t1me by qncre351ng the

stab111ty of act1v1t1es and theréfare 1ncreas1ng the1r Dred1ctab111ty and that B

,”thé use of routines a1sn reduces the t1me 1D5t to 1nterrupt10h Tikunaff

“and Ward Dbserved three fourth, grade teachers fgr.seven weeks and found that

much time was spent by, these teachers on FU1E setting, "in sanct1en1ng be— -

haV1Dr and in sgc1a11z1ng the students 1ntc the teacher s System of ru]es and R

F

o

methgds, Evertson and Lamﬁért (1977) cont1uded*that an 0pt1maT amcunt Qf tgacher

-~contro1 in c]assroom Structur1ng wou1d 1ncrgase time- on task decrease time

SN

student ach1evement foe e

At thE 3un10r high schac1 level Markowitz and Hayman (1976) compared be— :
t cd e

'ginn1ng teachers .with teachers vated “best" by students. The d1fferences

found betwean the two groups were estab115hment of ccntro] at the beg1nn1ng Df

i:the school” year, satt1ng of expectat1ons ;atadem1c re1nforcement and behav1or

]

- control. Using data obta1ngd “in the Junior ngh Ciassroom’Drganizat1Dn Study,

;anfard and'EVeftson (198@) did. case studies of three teachers s;1ected bécagsé

of their vékjing manageria? effectiveness and fouﬁd differehcés in the areas cf'

-

knowTeQSe and understanding oF students students’' accountab111ty_for thé1r work;

timevusggznd class routines, standérds for Stheﬁt behavior and maintaining a
with those of

the larger study. . 7

I ;
4.”33”

Purgose % \
The purpose of the present study is to descr1be some ways thrée .tenth-

grade Eng]15h teachers 5n a suburban school district established proceduraT and-
academic routines at the beginning of a SEhQQT year, S
o ’ . A

I



fpr the ana1y51e of the v1dep tipés.n

| “fPrpeeduréa;~

”Twe e1aseee pf each pf three teaehere were v1dep—taped for the f1ret ten

-n;Eng113h epneu1ta1nt aceerd1ng tp er1tec1a speC1F1ed.by the researchers Theee

o

'“}eriter1a were that the teaehers ehpu1d be teaeh1ng the same subaect at the eame:

?:grade 1eve1 tn etudente pf epmparab1e ab111ty and- that they be cpnf1dent enpugh -

f

*f'pf thETP oW ab111t1ee ‘that: they weuﬂd not be threatened by extene1ve pbservas-'=

-;‘t1pn dur1ng the Firet two wéeks pf the sehpe1 year. The teachers se]ected Were _}:f .

/-

‘ frpm the same. bu11d1ng and tﬁé1r e]ageropme were a11 in the same area One was

f‘thE department phaarperson and thegéhpeen teaehers taught Frpm theasame mater1a1s

and then p1anned tpgether A11 three were rated by the eensu1tant and the'

bu11d1ng pr1nc1pa1 ae exee]]ent(?eache‘a

S1nee the atudy wae exp]eratg,“ in. nature np a pr1pr1 eystem was eetab11shed

Dpyle (1978) has suggested that Tooking i

fnr reguTar1t1ee eventa that aze -repeated over and over " and-"anema]’"‘*iee’I -

5urpr1sea or events’ that den t seem to f1t standard behav1or patterns - is a

useful’ way to d1sepve§§the baeéc atrupture pF a. c1aasrpom n prder to de=

i atenn1ne if there yere, 1ndee5; differences among the three teachere 1n hpw they

went, abput ‘the preiese ot estap115h1ng cpntent and preeedura] reutine the ta

were V1ewed “4n eeguenpe That?ﬁs, a]] three teaphers first day tapeés were

. exam1ned*“then their seeend day, ete.

,;p.»\ o - .
Frem this f1ret, 1mpress1pn1st1e, ana]ys1e it was apparent that there

were-différences not pn]y in hpw these three teaehers conducted their classes,

L1

but in ‘the resultant teacher;student re]at1eneh1pe and evera11=e1aae 911mate. .

: - * ' s R
From,this initial analysis thirteen relatively defined categories of behaviors

were derived. These categories of behavior are described pelow.

e~ sehpp1’year. Theee teachere had been seTected“by‘the district S’itam"'”'
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th; Tee?her Ta1k

ii R Procedura1 - AN etatements by the teecher te111ng stuﬂents how tD do
i :

" / someth1ng re]eted ta rgut1ne Qr to eontent Th1s 1nc1uded such th1ngs

as F1111ng out ettendan:e cerde, headTng on pepers, d01ﬁ§ ase1gnmente, ;

A etci B ’ ) ; ° : " = . : i B |

: Centent A11 stetemente and quest1ens abeut content the‘iwere 1netruc-

, tTDna1 rather than pracedure] S - . -'dfg
Behav1ur - A1l etatements concerned with aceeptab]e and unaeeepteb]e
behav1or in the c1aeeroem euch as respeet Fbr preperty, raising hande,

terd1es, etc.

= 7
Y

14, Desists - Teaeher statements and/er aet1ons dee1gned to ha1t or, to
reprimend etudents for unacceptable behev1er ' ' '_ .

5. Aecountab11ﬂty - Statements by the teaeher that 1nd1date the th1ngs For -

- which the students would be he]d respans1b1e |

. B. "Student Talk

1. Precedure - Student quest1on5 or comments ceneern1ng procedures to be
. Lot \ .
= .

followed.

2. Centent - Student quest1on5 or comments- ebeut cantent

C. interect1ons L : S » }' S
1. Teacher-1n1t1ated 1nteracziene with an 1nd1v1due1 student A
2. Student—1n1tleted interaction w1;h the teecherg
» - S w - o ) S J
D. Activities _ . r P s, , ~
1; Seat WOrk Procedure - S%gdente work1ng at their desk on some teek not
. .re1eted to céntent fExemp]ee would be filling out attendance records,
Cevéring text_bopks, Fiizng papers in nDteboDks, etc . ; -
! Azi ‘Seat work related to-content. - SR v o .
© 3. Group wqu;v o 5527_ | 7 ‘ |
.43 No Task - Students "just sitting," w%thine apparent-assignment.
- ,bf e e e j ' 1 | : T : R
5 ; e n.; o _
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- In arder tn raduce the s1xty haurs of v1deotaped data to more. manageab]e

~~farﬁﬁxgash tape was VTEWEd in F1va m1nute segments At the and Qf each f1ve

o m1nute par1ad the tape was stnpped and a brief narrat1ve was wr1tten w1th em-
"phas15 on thesa thirteen categar1es. In cases_of unéertainty ‘the tape was re{

El

played to ‘check the accuracy of the n§?rat1VE .The FinaT step 1n ihe data
reduct1on procass was to ga through the wr1ttehinarrat1v55, ta11y1ng each of |
the behaV1Qr5 that occurred 1n each f1ve m1nuta sagment -
- What rasuIted was a time samp11ng of each aF the categar1es that had beenﬁ
.:-1dant1f1ed in the 1n1t1a1’$1ew1ng( The percéatages of ‘the total of the Fiva
'm1nute segment 1n which each of- thesg behav1oré appaarad are presented in tab?a I.
avlt should be noted that this does not rapresent tQtal amount of t1me or number
: of nccurﬁEncesr Th1s is aimpiy a t1me samp11ng and whether the teachar made a
;:br1af comment about the pracadure or whethar she talked for {Ba entire sagment
single tally would be made_ Severa1_d1fferent catagahiés of behavior could
| »Dccuriih‘a singig segment. .The avéhagevnumbar‘éf behavior Catagar?%s aér:seghént -

were_3;§4'far:taachérfA,AS.DQ,for teacher B éna,zi34 for teacher, C.
o T s Discussion T

- It s obv1ous that there was considerable variance .in %gah oF the th1rteen h
-behav1ar sategar1es Much of th1s variance can be exp1a1ned by d1fferences in
the k1hd of learnlng activities used. Tha'predaminant ]earning activity used by _
‘teacher A was a kihd.of.fé;ture - recitation basédfaThast exclusively on the
exahcises in tha'tExtbaak ~ This was supp?emented by same seatwork, ohce aga1h
usua11y takan from the textback Teacher B made much -use of the Dverhead pro-
Jectar as a foca] point for 1nstruct10n! Her a551gnmantss whj]e,caver1hg-the
same genera1 contagt as teacher A;v;on51sfédibffhaving students generate wofds

and,ariginaT sentences. hﬁthin'the first week she had students cri;iquiﬁg each

- El
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pthere"worktin pairs and moved From-there inte grpup-Work : Teaéher C reTied’

B2

waﬁermeAa1most exc1us1ve]y .on seetwerk eeome Qf thCh wae dTreeted toward anewer1ng'*_‘;'”°'h97

-

_ : L .
e DDTH]On queet1pne, some- Feeuee pn content re]eted werksheete and. some on BT
: freeding assignments. '. . ‘ o L

Since the focus ot th1s etudy wee to deecribe how teachere esteb]1sh

precedure1 rout1nes, the eetegorlee of part1eu1er 1nterest were (1) teechere
- prpcedureT etetemente, (2) teachere etetemente cpncern1ng etudent behav1or,; Lol

sff:i- (3) dee1ete, and (4) student queet1one eencern1ng proeedure.v D1Ffereneee among

the c1eesrpome in. eech of these. behev1ers are presented be1on§

L

~ One’ key for determ1n1ng each teecher e euccees 1n eetab11eh1ng routines -

%

was the eategery of des1et5 Though no 1nterent1al stet1et1es were used, the

Y =

percentage of eegments in wh1eh the*teecher dee1eted etudente onefpr more. t1mee

was qu1te d1tferent. Net pnly de the numbere of deeiete very but there was an . -

- obV1eue qua?1tet1ve d1fferenee 1n the nature end Tength of des1ete % of - ‘the ey
-‘e1ght eegmente in thCh teeeher B dee1eted studente e11 ‘but pne cene1eted of e'j

-rejlt1ve1y soft " " h - For teacher C the five de51ste tone1eted of 2 "sh S, -;

4

2 non-verbal dee1ets and one repr1mand Teecher A e dee1ete were 1onger, ' e el

xeeVerel times there wee more then one dee1st per eegment and - many‘oF the dee1ete

=,

4

i were therecter1eed by threetet' For exemp]e “on the f1rst dey,'“Lediee epntro1
'yourse1vee 1n the beck " on the eeepnd dey‘"Gent1emen, and this deee*not refer
tp a]] of you, I will heve 1t quiet when you . come in here IF netr you will not -

be go1ng to 1unch " Leter in the week "I dOn t th1nk you all underetand
,not go1ng to put up with this np1ee_= not at e]] - npt one bit."; Unlike teechere o

.

‘B and C the number of eegments in wh1ch desists eceurred in teecher A 5 c1ese o ' <\

\d1d not deereaee w1th the peeeage of. t1me .;'h e SR j .o 'f
Repeated v1eW1nge pf the tepee suggeeted thet the d1tferencee Fpund in the
behev1ore of the etudente ‘as meeeured By the: number pt dee1ets epuid be exp1e1ned N

by d1tferencee in the cetegpr1es of teeeher prncedura1 etetements and etudent lf-e
. - | . . . ‘_,;,




o

i {:etetementei Th15 15 acceunted for pr1mar11y by the prepende?enee ef eeatwcrk o

A e1m11ar to those of teecher B and se the d1seueeion thet fe]]nwe w111 dea]

- oo - -

~ procedural quéstiens. feecher € ahd feWer'eengnts in whieh, ehe méﬂe~broeedunei’

’activfty in her c]eeer The nature of her procedura] statemente were qu1te

;\]‘
ph1men ily w1th the qua11tat1ve d1ffeneneee between the procedural cemmente of
teachere A and B ',:? . o

It w111 be neted that dur1ng th1s f1ret twe weeks of sehoe] both teeehere

A end B made procedure1 statements -.gave some direct?en or 1nstruct1on about how

| te do th1nge - 1n three out ef every foun eegmente Therefore, 1f procedureT

. statemente exp1e1n seme of the d1fferencee in c]eesrenm behaV10r ameng theee
c1asses the d1fFerencee woqu heve to be 1n the<gua11ty rather ‘than the quant1ty gf

of the etatemente ' The prncedure] etetemente of teacher B seemed te be charecter=

£

1zed by c]ar1ty, dete11, rat10ne1e, and aceountab111ty An examp]e ean be found _
on the very first day oFF}1ase The teacher to1d the etudente that they muet buy

a " Toose Ieaf notebeak for the1r Eng11eh c]ess She exp1a1ned why 1t must berg*

, '5 1ooee 1eef rethen then sp1re1 "and he1d up a notebook as-an examp?ei She toid

.-

the etudente that eT] c1aeewerk muet be kept 1n the: notebnok and must be’ 1n
N B

chronoleg1ca1 ﬂrdeT The netehook was® to be taken up each 51x weeke and would.

order of pepere and how - to make correct1ons on pepens As an exempie of the

dete11s of organ1eat1on, studente were to meke the1r cnrrect1one on a c]een«sheet_
3 .
of peper 50. that when the cerrect1ons were put in the*notebook they weu]d be

fec1ng the or1g1nel paper and ‘the- teaeher woqu not have to turn the page . to o
cheek the correet1one ‘A total oF about f1fteen minutes wae spenf‘on exp]ena= o

. . B | ) .
t1on and praet1ce on notehoek preeeduree e .

'

ot
b

.
count as a de11y ghade Sheato1d the etudente that evehyonexcou1dxmeke,en A+ .
( _,hA not book 1f they Juet put papere i eech dey Vén the iaet-day'ot tepee
(the tenth day of e]e;e) the teecher took a pert nf theg£1aee per1od to check
. the. studente notebaoks, ‘to te11 them everyth1ng that. should be in 1t the proper_b:‘ |



?that thé pn11c1es book was ta hé put ﬁn thE1r notebnok

#

'3p1a1ned that they were tD buy a 1nose 1eaf nntebnnk Fnr thETP Eng11sh7c1ass zTheglh"

‘l“r.'

ent1re expTanat1nn 1asted 1ess than 15. secnnds. SEVEraT times in the rema1n1ng

,§; : 7nine c1ass days the teacher wou1d say‘that an ass1gnment was to be: put” 1n the fﬂQJ L

; 31_notébook but nn systematic exp]anat1én of thafpurpﬁse 6f the notebook or the if fs

- ] k1nds of th1ngs to gd 1n it wastg]ven. e ?;f‘ f“ - f" f}ij!f'g;:“; _'f,-"

."f - ¢ - . - . v . R . .? o
fiéi‘__ Dne othar examp1e*w111 11Tustrate the d1ffefenne fn pronfdngz, this t1me . R

1 w1th a ccntent 3331gnment on day 4 Teacher B Fa]]owed her usual procedure oF

. _- wa1k1ng around the c]assrgom as she ta]ked She ton students to getfgut a i_E; :

c]ean sheet of paper put a fu11 heading"and t1t1e the paper "Nnun L15t o L

:She turned on an Qverhead proaector that cnnta1ngd the 1n5truct1nns %Slong w1th

several categor1es into wh1th nauns “could’ be p]aced Examp1es of categnr1e5 AR

FE - . -

‘ 1nc1uded p]aces,where you woqu rather be r1ght;now th1ngs T can see fro my :“1ig.,Cg

B w1ndDw, andésn forth Sha to]d students to se]ect fgur categcr1es and wr1te F1ve* e
‘  naunS 1n(ea‘ﬁ of the Eategor1es She rem1nded them tD watch the1r 5pe111ng and
'cap1ta11zat1gn and ta]d them t@ use a- d1ct1nnary 1f thére was ahy dnubt

M

Studentszaegan work1ng on the ass1gnmen§gﬂ1th no questlnns The teacher r
1nterrupted in. & few minutes to tell the- students ‘that they were to b;%ng these f’
o A!i. noun 115t5 to class the next day, and, since’ it was time for the be1T they*;-
" were to get readxitn’1eave The next day, the teacher pDTﬁtEﬂ at pa1r5 of _
students and tn]d them that they wene partners Shé then told them ‘to trade
vnDun 115ts wﬁth the1r partner and ta cTass1fy eanh noun as camman, proper,"ha%rfv h[3
abstract teT11ng whegher or not the ncun was compﬁﬁnd They were to. wr1te ‘i kR o
ﬁi the c]ass1f1cat1cn beside the noun Dne student asked a procadura1 quest1pn

and the teachér exp1a1ned and gave an examp?e w1th no mnre quest1nns students

began to- work o Q.y

' } , : ) “_ .’;_l B :.' . L . ':},.-t
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g In contrasts teacher A geve a homework 3551gnment on the third day of
' elassr Repeeted V1ew1ngs of the tape did not prov1de a clear understanding of ~
the nature of the. assignment. ' The students were to wr1te some k1nds of |
epmpps1t1on cpnta1n1ng descr1pt1ve adgect1ves. There were numeroue procedural
o ;vquest;hns from the students dur1ng the next two f1ve§m1ﬁute segments | Theee
: 1nc1uded "what should we wrjte on?"; "Do you Want a paragraph or just

Sentences?", "Do you want us tp under11ne the adjept1ves?“, ”Is this to” be

4 : . 3 ,
| F;done t0n1ght?“, etc. B o '/ IR TR

o Diseussiph‘

Three teachers in very similar teaeh1ng s1tuat1pns exh1b1ted pronpuneed

d1fFerence5 in the procedures and rout1nee they eStab11shed for teach1ng tenth

Lo

ey h1gh11ght some of these differences,

grede Ehg11sh ~Fhe quantat1vedatm wh11e t
'ere 1nsuff1c1ent to exp1a1n the d1fferent1?1 effects as 1nd1ceted by the d1ffer-
‘ences among the. teachers w1th respect to fhe number of des1sts ahd Statements

_- about behav1pr when combined with -a qu7 1tat1ve an31y515 the data at least
1hjsuggest some hypotheses ahout the estah11shment DF c1a§3rppm routines at . the

sen1er high school 1eve1 ; : ‘i .//, | o

Gppd (1977), Mehan-(1974) Y1nger (1979), and others have documented the

'emphas1s pTaced on. the establishment of routines 1n the early e]emehtary school.

- ;The Texee Junior H1gh Schoo1 5tud1e5 (Senford & Evertson, 1980) have shown that'

m1dd1e or JUn1or high school teachers also spend time teach1ng rout1nes The

data from this study suggest that there may be little actual teaching of

"utineebfn'the eenﬁpr'high school. ‘With the exeeptipn of teacher B¥ instruc-
t1pn and pract1ce in pPDCedures for putt1ng papers in a notebook and mak1ng

”correct1one on ‘these | papers there was no planned 1nstruct1pn on routines. All
three teachers to}d the students their expeetat10ns cpncern1ng hand ra1s1ng,

enter1ng the room, 1eav1ng the room, pass1ng in papers, head1ngs, etc , but




-it was dane in such a way as to suggest that they assumed that the students,!
aTready Rnew the routines and thét they were s1mp1y rem1nd1ng them of them

H1gh schoo] teachers may assume that the students enter1ng the1r c1asse5
*

at the beginn1ng of the year have had from e1ght to eTeveh years of ipstruc- -
i t1on and pract1ce in c1assroom behavior patterns and therefore they srmp1y
need to be told wh1ch part1cu1ar beha¥1or5 are expected in this cTass If

this assumption on the Jpart of the teacher is correct, then the d1fferehtial

behav1or patterns found in the three classes in th1s study wcu1d have tD be
\

(-

explained- by scme factor or factors un1que to that class. The pD531b1e

exp]anat1on5 could be a d1FFerence in the nature. of the students, a d1fference

in the way of telling, or a d1fference in the students expectat1ons oF the |

consequences of inappropriate behavior patterns.’ - . B . : :
' There was nDtthg in the student ass1gnment plan at that school that would

1ead to w1de deFerences among students ass1gned tD the three teacherf The

teachers spent approx1mate1y the same amount of t1me during the first two eays

go1ng Over behav1ar ahd act1v1ty routines. There were, however d1ffegsnces in

-
how the teachers went about the telling processgf Teacher A went very rapidly

5

K}

'thrcugh,the school student handbeok,:reading sections, Streséihg.some as being

impohtéht in her,reemi She then used the sehe’proceSs for her own-expectetiehsg !

covehing several potehtiaTT} impertént routines in a sing?e‘five mihute segment.
"During the rema1nder of the twc weeks, as a new routine SUEh as headings on

papers, hand1ng in papers, etc. was 1ntroduced 1t was given the same cursory

treatment. She frequently used threats such as detent1on, 1owered grades, etc.

for fa11ure to conform to. the phescr1bed behaV1or | -

- By :ontrasti teacher B's presentatieh of classroom procedures’ was chareetehs,

~ ized by argah1zat1on and spec1f1c1ty Eaéh academic procedura] routine was

exp1a1ned at 1ength, 111ustrat1on5 were tsed, and the reasons for the,partieu1ar

Bl

o,
-

[
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routine were given . Students were g1ven ‘a handout exp1a1n1ng the rout1nes

and were frequent]y fem1nded during the weeks to f011ow the prescribed pro-

cedures. : L BT
Teacher C dictated her expeCtationS'tS’the-stﬂdents and they were then
placed in the_StudentS"hotebDok‘ Of the three, she spent the least amount

3

of time exp1a1n1ng routines dur1ng the two weeks but- had the fewest quest10n5'_

from students about procedures Her: exp1anat1ans were c]ear but they were not as

1

. specific as those of teacher B. vf

- amount or volume with the passage of time.

Ahaﬂy;es of the tapes suggest thatfa'majéréfaétar accounting for the dif-
ferences in the three classes was the student expectation of the consequences

of behavior that deviated from the prescribed routines. This is perhaps most o

& . . *

“clearly seen in the way in which the three teachers'ﬂénaged unauthorized talking.

Teacher B required students to raise their hands if they wished to say something

to another. student. On the second day of class, a giri was talking to her

’néighbor'aérass the aisle. The teacher asked her if she wished to say some-.’

thing. The studént said no and stapped taik%hg; Almost immédiately she started

talking again. The teacher went to the student's desk and talked quietly to her

for a while. The conversation was inaudible on the tape, but it was clear that

the student's talking was the subject of the conversationi This student was not

Caiiedvdown for taikihg again during the two weeks. Jhis teacher ;as the only .

one Wha ‘used group work activities during the observatiDnET period.and the 1 |

. taTk1ng in these activities was quiet and required onTy two m11d des15ts

*

On the f1rst day of schoo] teacher A Stated ‘that there wou1d be no un—
authorized ta]king in her class. Many times during the remainder of the tapegd
classes She called down Students'aﬁ& the entire-class. StatementsiSUCh'as "

will not have thks talking” and "If you want to go to lunch you had better get

" quiet" were made freéuentiy; Threats 8ften accompanied the desists. ' Her class

had the most unauthorized talking and thére was no apparent Tessening‘bf the

1o



icher/c made no statemént-to the class abautﬁmauthorized ta']king In
fact,rabouy five»m1nutes beFore the end of class on the First day she told ‘
‘the studedts that 'since they had prcbab]y not had a chaqce to v151t w1th
. their Fr1ends that they cou]d use this time for that purpase " Unlike the cheﬁ
two c]asses there was usua11y a buzz of conversation at the beg1nn1ng of
éciass and the Eeacher:gave no discernable 51gna1 that.she was ready for c}ass‘
to begin, Occasionally students wouid-say 5 whén they percieved‘ﬁbat class
was ‘about to gfa?tl Just before the teacher‘began to ta1k students st pped
“talking., They did not talk while the teacher was ta1k1n95 However, dur1ng
- seatwork it was naf'unugua1 to'sée:two or more stﬁdehts‘%51k1ng-qu1et]yi _IE
was appé;ent that the-teaéheg Wasiaware of'ﬁhé‘ta1k%ng, bqt §he apparently did
not perceive’ 1t as unauthcr12ed ' '; e _  : ~']i
N whether students accept and abide by the academic and procedura] routines
._that a teacher attempts to. estab11sh appears then, to be a funct1on cF a
: , var1ety of factors _ Amgng thase fattors are the c1ar1ty and spec1f1c1ty w1th
: wh1ch the FDutTHES are presented the qua11ty of individual.: 1nterpersona1 ,‘ ;
.cantacts between teacher: and Students, and the h1sﬂ§ry of certain accountab111ty
~for V1nlat1ng proeedura1 reut1nes
Tea;her B %ppeared to have exce11ent~rapp;rf with the students. She® smiled
' and joked, but,at‘the same time she cqmmunicateﬁ'to the stgdénts’that:they wéfe‘
there fo W§rk(and that thetépnseque@ce:af fai]ure to comply weré.sériousi
__Studénts camekinto‘ﬁerAfoom andfbegaﬁ-coéying the_assfgéﬁégf from ghé board
even before the tardy bell rangf She constantTy ?pamed'tﬁe room;-stoﬁping and
talking w1th 1nd1v1dua1 students at the1r desks Her ass1gnments were very de—

tailed and Students knew what they wou]d be accountab]e for. There was very

i

11tt1e unauthor1zed ta]ang even when students had f1n1shed an ass1gnment and
had nothing to do. She was able to conduct comp11;ated‘teach1ng strateg1es with”

~a minimum of confusion.

pre
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. i - i - ) - T
Teacheh C had a very quiet vcice which she never raised She, tec moved:

' “about the rdom and 1n1t1ated many contacts w1th 1nd1V1due1 studente Her teaching

i

%proceduree eens1eted pr1mar11y of eeatwork act1V1t1es, many of which\1aeted a11

-per1ed The att1tude of the students appeared to be that they weu]d never th1nk

of net du1hg what Mrs.C to1d them to'de,' The c11mate-1h her class was much more,

re]axed than either of the other two and there was much more noneéehteht inter-

v-_actioh in her class durtngvdown time. Her directions to the students were- less S

'epec1f1c, prcbab]y due ta the s1mp1e nature 6f many of the activities - ) B

- Teacher A appeaned to put the most effort into the eetab11shment of routines
w1th the 1§ast euceeee, Students otten were confused about what they were to do.-

Th15 confus1un ﬁesu1ted in many queetione and an 1ncrea5e in the amount et t1me

=

;1t thek to get an ect1V1ty started. = She seldom Teft the trunt of the roem and ~

'mest of herg;ontacts with 1ndTV1dua1 students were, 1ntt13ted by the student

EWhether teachers 5m11e or ta]k tough hcwever doeenoteppear to ‘be cr1t1ca]

. Father than tﬁe teaeher *There was tenséon 1n the room much’ of the time, - o

e 2

‘Threate and argumente between etudents and teacher were not uncommcn

F

/

—=d . ) .
. /

Conc]usions” ‘
The data from this ‘'study suggest that %he conventional, wisdom referred to
in the opening paregraph is both true and false. What'teachere'do,durihg'the

ftret:few'ciaes days appears to. haVe>pPOFGUHd ettecte'durthg TEter class sessions.

s

.behaviors. Teacher A a]muet never sm11ed»and frequently’ 155ued dire threats

and yet her c1aes had by far the greatest amount of deVTEht beheviurr ./'
Secondary schoo1 c]assroems are in many ways 51na1er than e]ementary

eiasereome They are characterized by whc1e group 1netruct10n and sercm use

' d1Fferent1ated activities. Studehte have 1earhed nearly all ot the rout1nes

H

and procedures needed and it is 0u1y some var1et10n of these that needs tokbE’ ‘

taugnt. The ah111ty to deecr1be cleerTy the. spec1t1c routinee to he ueed tc ,



plan and implement activitiesithat ipvaive the student, and to communicate

unambigugu51y to students ﬁﬁgﬁtéacher‘s expectatiag§5$cr behavior seems to be
7 . ’ . -

an essential prerequisite for a class that runs smoothly and efficiently.

3
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